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Abstract
The United States has experienced several mass shootings in the past few
years. It has been averaging one shooting every week in 2015, and something must be
done about it. This problem appears to be limited to the United States since several
other nations have been able to minimize, and almost eliminate the number of mass
shootings. By taking an analysis of the gun laws of the United States with those of
Australia and Canada it can be concluded that some aspects of strict gun control can
reduce the number of mass shootings. Further, the United States should look at what
other common law nations have done to reduce the number of mass shootings. The
United States is also the only nation that recognizes a fundamental right to keep and
bear arms, and any legislation must address that right. Some ways to address strict gun
control in the United States is to strengthen the background check system, add a liability
insurance requirement, and strictly enforce culpable negligent statutes. Adding some
elements of strict gun control will help minimize the amount, and impact of the
shootings. Canada, and Australia both have active hunting communities that require the
need for some legal firearms. A night at the movies, a day at school, or attending a
church event should not bring about worry that an individual may get shot and killed by
a deranged individual. Other similar nations have shown that rampage shootings do not
have to be a side effect of living in a free society.
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Dedication
For the victims of seemingly senseless mass shootings in the United States. We can do
better to prevent these tragedies.
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I.

Introduction

The end of the Second World War is considered to be the start of the modern
era. In that time since the end of the war technology has increased at a great pace,
more nations have adopted a republic form of government, and laws have been enacted
to benefit more people than at any time in history before that point. At the same time,
and seemingly perversely, in the United States, more individuals have utilized firearms
and engaged in mass shootings in seemingly random places. This thesis will explore
this problem in more detail and will also employ a comparative analysis involving
several other countries as well – in the hopes of gleaning potential solutions by an
analysis of the practices in other countries. The legal system of the United States was
built upon the legal tradition of Great Britain. Because of the size of the British Empire
several other nations have also adopted the same legal system, and traditions of Great
Britain. Other nations that were former British colonies, such as Australia, and Canada
have many of the same legal traditions and general form of government as does the
United States, but yet, do not have the same problem with rampage shootings. Because
of the similarities in the legal systems of these countries, these countries will be
compared regarding gun laws and rampage shootings in the ensuing pages of this
thesis.
In the United States any discussion regarding gun control legislation is
considered controversial. Part of the reason is that there are several organizations that
view any attempt to regulate firearms as a threat to liberty that the people of the United
States hold sacred, and a violation of the Constitution. The United States has enshrined
1

the “right of the people to keep, and bear arms” in the Constitution in the Second
Amendment, and this right has been incorporated to the states through the Fourteenth
Amendment. The text of the Second Amendment is as follows: “A well regulated militia
being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the People to keep and bear
arms shall not be infringed.” The United States also has a system of government that
gives each state considerable power. Each state has its own constitution, and forty-five
out of fifty states grant the people an enumerated right to bear arms. (Volokh, 2006) The
provisions of each state Constitution vary. Some state the explicit right to self-defense,
others stipulate that the right to keep and bear arms does not grant a right to carry a
concealed weapon. Interestingly some of the earliest states placed a clause that a
standing army in a time of peace is a threat to liberty. The purpose of this clause dates
back to the American Revolution when the colonists despised the British Army being
stationed in the cities to maintain order. Because of the British tradition of using militias
for national defense many colonists viewed the use of a standing army to maintain order
as an occupying force (Koppel & Gorman, United Kingdom -- History of Gun Laws
Through 1900, 2012). Provisions from each of the forty-five state constitutions are
delineated for the reader in Appendix A at the end of this thesis.
The primary group that is lobbying the various state legislatures and Congress
against further firearm legislation is the National Rifle Association. This one influential
lobby group alone has about five million members, and, among other things, issues a
grade to public officials who are up for re-election every election. While the National
Rifle Association is the largest organization it is not the only one. Currently Students for
2

Concealed Carry on Campus is pushing state legislatures to permit concealed carry on
college campuses (Students for Concealed Carry, 2011). In Florida the group is using
the 2014 shooting at the Florida State University Strozier Library to expand concealed
carry on college campuses. (Rossman, 2014) Other groups that have started organizing
for expanded gun rights include Florida Carry, Gun Owners’ Action League, Gun
Owners of America, Second Amendment Foundation, Law Enforcement Alliance of
America, and several others.
Admittedly, every controversy has at least two sides, and the gun control debate
in the United States is no different. The groups for expanding gun control legislation
prefer to use the term gun safety, or firearm safety since the term gun control has a
negative connotation. The largest group that is for gun control legislation is the Brady
Campaign to Prevent Gun Violence with a membership of over 600,000 individuals. The
gun control legislation groups are currently pushing the state legislatures to ban assault
rifles, and fight back on so called “stand your ground laws” which basically authorizes
people outside of their home to use deadly force if the individual feels he/she is in
danger and are in a place he/she is legally permitted to be. This does not mean an
individual can trespass, and use “stand your ground” as a defense when using deadly
force. When Florida passed the now famous “stand your ground” law in 2005, the Brady
Campaign purchased advertisements in newspapers in Boston, Chicago, and Detroit
warning about the new Florida law. While the National Rifle Association has more
members groups like the Brady Campaign have been successful in some states (Brady
Campaign to Stop Gun Violence, 2015). Most of the focus of the Brady Campaign has
3

been in the courts either hiring lawyers to represent those bringing lawsuits, or by
writing amicus curiae, or friend of the court, briefs in lawsuits dealing with the legality
and/or constitutionality of gun laws.
One way to effectively lobby the government for changes to the law is for citizens
and groups to lobby those holding public office. Further, the “government” is not a
monolithic entity, rather, it has various subparts. In the nations mentioned above there is
also a court system that is part of the government that permits anybody to file a lawsuit
to challenge the laws. Because there must be stability and consistency in the law, the
court cannot apply laws differently for each. If a person files a lawsuit, and loses he/she
has the opportunity to later file an appeal with a higher court to ensure that the law was
applied fairly. Many advocacy groups also use the court system to their advantage
when they cannot convince the legislatures to enact laws that they like.
This thesis will look at the United States compared to two other nations, namely
Australia and Canada. Each nation has a common law legal system, which will be
described in depth and compared to other world legal systems for context. Then, in
order to compare the nations there will be a discussion of mass shootings, and a mass
shooting will be defined. After the event the national response will be analyzed, and
what legislation came of the shooting, and what was the effect of that legislation. Finally,
this thesis will attempt to address what legislation the United States might adopt to
prevent mass shootings in the future by looking at solutions involving all aspects of the
law and examples set by other countries.
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II.

Literature Review

To complete the research the author consulted various publications, news
articles, law review articles, research journal articles, news reports, and books. Each
source was analyzed to report on each of the mass shooting incidents in each nation
discussed below. By utilizing the One Search database in the University of Central
Florida library using the search term of “rampage shootings”, and limiting the time from
1980 to 2015 there were over 10,000 search results. By narrowing those results down
to only academic journals and books, the results were just over 500. During the search,
this author could not locate any one source that compared the countries contained in
this thesis. While many sources explored causes of rampage shootings, gun laws in the
United States, gun laws of Canada, or gun laws of Australia, none explained and
compared each of the countries in one article as attempted in this thesis.
Since the United States is the only nation analyzed that has not passed
comprehensive gun control legislation, all articles looking at the United States focus on
the lack of gun control legislation. In Canada and Australia the research provided shows
the effect of the legislation since the author could not locate any law review articles,
journal publications, or any other source analyzing gun laws in those countries before
strict gun control legislation was passed. The primary reason for the lack of research on
gun laws in Canada and Australia is the possibility that there was not any reason to
research the laws since the overall crime rate, and therefore the gun crime rate, was
low compared to the United States.

5

Part of this thesis analyzes what each country’s citizens thought about gun
control legislation. While Canada shows inconclusive results, Australia had some
concrete evidence of consensus view of the public on the issue. Other sources relied
upon include an encyclopedia on guns in American society, news reports of various
mass shootings, United States Supreme Court decisions, and books looking at school
shootings in the United States.
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III.

World Legal Systems: The Methodology for Which Countries Were
Selected
Every nation in the world has a legal system that falls into one of four world legal

systems. Those four world legal systems include the following: common law; civil law
(also known as Romano-Germanic Law), socialist law based systems, and religious law
based systems. Common law originated in England, and is practiced in most former
English colonies (University of Ottawa, 2015). Civil Law systems trace their origins to
Roman Law and the famous Corpus Juris Civilis (i.e., Justinian’s Code), and the
subsequent reception and incorporation of Roman Law into countries such as Germany
and France (Louisana State University, 2015). Civil Law (as a global legal tradition) is
practiced in most of Continental Europe, Latin America, and East Asia. The former
Soviet Union utilized a Socialist Law system. Currently, only a few nations utilize a
Socialist Based Law system, mainly countries such as China, Cuba, and North Vietnam
(Hertel, 2009). Nations in the Middle East primarily utilize a religious based legal
tradition. In a religious law system judges are typically all high ranking members of the
state religion, and the rules of the state religion is the law (Hertel, 2009).
The United Kingdom, and virtually all nations that were former British colonies
utilize a common law system (Hertel, 2009). This legal system originated during the
Middle Ages, shortly after the Norman Conquest, and became the legal system tradition
that the United States adopted. This legal system was based upon the introduction of
juries to decide the facts in a case (Apple & Deyling, 1996) and reliance on the
importance of judge made law and case law. Indeed, the majority of common law is not
7

codified in statutes. Florida, for example, has promulgated a statute (§2.01 Fla. Stat
(2015)) which states as follows:
The common and statute laws of England which are of a general and not
a local nature, with the exception hereinafter mentioned, down to the 4th
day of July, 1776, are declared to be of force in this state; provided, the
said statutes and common law be not inconsistent with the and laws of
the United States and the acts of the Legislature of this state.
Florida has another statute that codifies the common law in §775.01 Fla. Stat.
(2015) relating to criminal laws by specifying as follows:
The common law of England in relation to crimes, except so far as the
same relates to the modes and degrees of punishment, shall be of full
force in this state where there is no existing provision by statute on the
subject.
Given that statutory authority above, for example, if the Florida legislature did not modify
the definition of burglary, the courts in Florida would still decide cases by adhering to
the rules contained in case law from England. While a feature of a pure common law
system is a focus on the primacy of case law and judge-made law (and not a primary
reliance on statutory authority), this has changed over time. In many countries today
(including the United States), the legislature can, and often does, modify the common
law by statute. Criminal law is one prime example of the common law being modified
greatly by statute. Because of the burden of proof in a criminal case, relying on common
law for a criminal charge can be a problem. While ignorance of the law is not an excuse
8

for not following that law; it must be published and accessible. Common law definitions
can be difficult to find for the average citizen because it may take multiple cases to
locate what is prohibited, or what someone’s duty entails. For that reason there are very
few common law crimes, or torts. In Florida, for example, every common law felony has
been redefined by statute.
In the United States there is only one jurisdiction that does not utilize a common
law system. Louisiana utilizes a civil law for state court system. The state courts in
Louisiana are bound to rulings of the federal courts that are located in Louisiana on
issues that have joint federal and state jurisdiction. Likewise, in Canada, Quebec utilizes
a hybrid of a common law and civil law system. The reason for those outliers in Canada
and the United States is because of French influence. Before the French and Indian
War the territory comprising of Quebec, and Louisiana were French colonies. In the
Treaty of Paris of 1763 the French ceded all of their land in Canada, and all of their
holdings east of the Mississippi River in what would become the United States (Treaty
of Paris, 1763). This included the city of Baton Rouge, Louisiana; which was located on
the eastern bank of the Mississippi River. The city of New Orleans was on the western
bank of the Mississippi River and would remain out of British, and later the United
States, control until the Louisiana Purchase in 1803. The other states that came from
the Louisiana Purchase adopted a common law system because the populations of
those territories were low as evidenced by when each state was admitted to the union.
The new settlers could influence the laws of those states more than in Louisiana, which
became a state in 1812.
9

The most prevalent legal system in the world is the Civil Law system, which is
based upon the Roman Code (Apple & Deyling, 1996) and its eventual incorporation
into the laws of countries such as France and Germany. Communist nations used a
modified version of a Civil Law system called a socialist based legal system. Statutes
enacted by the legislature are the primary source of law, and court rulings are not
considered to be an important source of law. Instead of court rulings scholarly articles
about the law are used by the legislature to introduce new laws on legal issues that
have not been addressed. Lawyers are not advocates for their clients, and the judge is
not a neutral third party that rules on issues of law during a trial. The judge is also not
an attorney, but a professional who decided to become a career judge. Civil law, in its
current form, dates back to approximately 530 AD with the promulgation of Corpus Juris
Civilis by Roman Emperor Justinian. Unlike common law most nations that adopted a
civil law system did so to become competitive with the west, and modified it within their
own legal systems.
There is not one form of Civil Law. While the Roman Civil Law was the first form
of Civil Law there were others that followed. During the reign of Napoleon the French
incorporated their own form of Civil Law, which is currently practiced in territories that
Napoleon held at one time. The laws of Spain, Portugal, France, Mexico, and various
Central American nations are based upon the French Civil Law. Chile and other South
American nations utilize Chilean Civil Law. Germany and other main land central and
eastern European nations utilize German Civil Law. Nordic nations and Iceland base
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their Civil Law on Scandinavian Law. Most Civil Law nations have a mixed system
incorporating local and tribal laws into their Civil Law system.
The nations in main land Europe utilize primarily a civil law system. The courts do
not have the authority to interpret the laws like they do in a common law system. This is
not intended to state that the court system has more authority than the other branches
of government, but in the United States when one side loses a major case at the
Supreme Court the losing side will frequently state that unelected judges are
overturning the will of the people. Contrast that temperament to a civil law system in
which the court system cannot create law with their rulings. As technology improves and
changes the courts must wait for the legislature to change the law. In a common law
system the courts can apply the law to the new technology. In every aspect of the law
and policy the courts have been able to react more quickly to changes in technology
than the legislatures.
Again, while not a source of focus of further study in this thesis, religious based
legal systems also appear in the world. Religious law systems are legal systems that
are based upon a state religion. Many Islamic nations utilize a religious law system
commonly referred to as Shari’ah Law. The term of Shari’ah Law refers to the primary
source of Islamic law the Qur’an, and the Sunnah. The Sunnah is the traditions of
Muhammad, the last prophet of Islam, and combine both what is what he said, and how
he lived his life (Raisch, 2013). Besides Islam other religions have their own laws as
well. Judaism uses the Torah for Jewish law, Christianity uses Cannon Law, and other
world religions have their own legal system. Currently a few nations utilize religious law
11

for their entire legal system. Those are primarily Middle Eastern nation utilizing Islamic
law. Other nations may use religious law for certain cases when there is not any other
authority on the issue. The Vatican uses Christian Cannon Law mixed with some civil
law.
When comparing the laws of various countries it is important to look at the legal
system, and traditions of those countries. An analysis of the laws of the United States
with Spain, a civil law country, may show some interesting conclusions, but it will not tell
a full story of the events. Likewise, a comparison that many advocating for looser gun
control laws show are the laws comparing the United States with Switzerland. While
both countries may have open access to firearms the legal system, and traditions
render a comparison questionable. Legislatures are quicker to act in civil law countries
because legal scholars typically will do extensive research into a law before controversy
erupts. The statutes are not as open to interpretation in civil law jurisdictions as they are
in common law jurisdictions, and the courts are less open to interpreting the law in a
civil law system then they are in a common law system. Furthermore, many of the
people who live in the United States could have easily had their ancestors immigrate to
Canada or Australia; at least those who can trace their ancestry back to Great Britain.
Likewise comparing Canada and the United States with Australia has one flaw.
Australia follows common law in all states, and on the federal level. In Canada, and the
United States one jurisdiction, Louisiana in the United States and Quebec in Canada,
use a civil law system in state/provincial affairs. However, in Canada all gun laws are
enacted on the federal level at which the common law is used. Further, in federal
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matters Louisiana is bound by common law meaning that Louisiana has more of a
hybrid system and not a pure civil law system. While there are some nations in Central
America, or South America with problems with gun violence a comparison of those
nations with the United States would not give a fair comparison. The court system in a
common law system has more power than the court system used in a civil law system. If
the appellate courts rule a statute shall be interpreted in a certain way all lower courts
are bound to follow that interpretation. In a civil law system the court does not have the
authority to interpret a law.
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IV.

Definition of a Mass Shooting

The Federal Bureau of Investigations (FBI) breaks the definition of a rampage
shooting into two categories, a mass homicide, and spree homicide (Montaldo, 2014).
For both a spree killing and mass murder the minimum number of killed is four, but a
mass murder is generally in the same place, and a spree killing is several places with
no cooling off period (Montaldo, 2014). There are some deficiencies in the FBI’s
definition of a rampage shooting. First, the media will typically report a shooting where
two or three are killed, but several wounded as a mass shooting (Follman, What Exactly
is a Mass Shooting?, 2012). Since a rampage shooting can be either a mass murder or
spree killing, this research will only focus on killings that take place in a public area. This
research will also slightly expand the definition of a rampage shooting to include
incidents in which there were less than four killed, but a dozen or more injured, or cases
where there were multiple shootings in a small period of time in a public location without
regard to the casualty count. The proposed thesis will still include all rampage shootings
in which there were less than a dozen casualties but four or more people killed. It will
exclude acts of armed robbery, gang violence, and domestic violence since there is
usually another motive for those crimes other than the killing itself.
There has been sixty-nine rampage shootings since 1982 in the United States.
However, the number of rampage shootings made a sharp increase between 2006 and
2014 with thirty-two in just the past eight years alone (Follman, Aronsen, & Pan, A
Guide to Mass Shootings in America, 2014). There has also been another sharp
increase of rampage shootings in 2015 that is not obviously reflected in those figures
14

above. In 2015, there has been one rampage shooting, or attempt per week. The
majority of the shooters were white men acting alone. There was one incident involving
a woman, and two incidents involving two shooters (Follman, Aronsen, & Pan, A Guide
to Mass Shootings in America, 2014). One of those incidents involving two shooters
was the Columbine High School shooting in 1999. The majority of the shootings took
place at schools and workplaces, but some took place in other public places such as a
movie theatre, shopping malls, and government buildings. The youngest shooter was
eleven at the time of the crime, and the oldest was sixty-six (Follman, Aronsen, & Pan,
A Guide to Mass Shootings in America, 2014). While the average age of the shooters
was thirty-four years and eight and a half months the median age was thirty-five years
and six months, and the most frequent age of a shooter was twenty. The shooters had a
collective 149 firearms and over three-quarters were legally obtained according the
various state and federal laws in place at the time of the shootings (Follman, Aronsen, &
Pan, 2014).
In the first month of 2014, the television news network MSNBC reported that
there was an average of one mass shooting every other day reported in the media
(Richinick, 2014). All of these shootings occurred in schools. However, these shootings
do not meet the FBI definition of what constitutes as a mass shooting. First, close calls
and scares were reported as a mass shooting. While these close calls may have turned
tragic they are not mass shooting incidents. When the close calls are removed from this
analysis, there were still eleven shootings in January 2014. Combined there were two
fatalities, and eleven injured in those eleven shootings. The numbers do not meet the
15

definition of a mass shooting for all of those incidents. While it is important to report
mass shootings to make the public aware; the media can do a disservice to the public
when events are reported as a mass shooting that are not really mass shootings.
There have been rampage shootings in other nations besides the United States.
Australia had on average of one rampage shooting per year before the Port Arthur
Massacre in 1996 (Oliver, 2014). Conversely, Canada has had relatively few incidences
of rampage killings. In the past twenty-five years Canada has only seen three incidents
of a rampage shooting. This information is from incidents before October, 2014. In 1989
there was a person in Montreal who shot, and killed 14 women (Ansari, 2014). In 2014 a
man shot and killed three police officers, and wounded two other people in Moncton,
New Brunswick (The Canadian Press, 2014). Utilizing at least one example in each
nation within the past twenty years shows that the rampage killings are not unique to the
United States.
Currently the FBI does not classify rampage shootings as an act of terrorism.
Other nations have made this distinction because of the effect of mass shootings on
their communities (Taylor, 2015). Also, the media is reluctant to call rampage shootings
a terrorist act. In Canada the trend under the Conservative government was to only
label acts by Islamic fundamentalists as terrorist acts. In 2014 the attack on Parliament
Hill in Ottawa was labeled a terrorist act, despite no link between the shooter, Michael
Zehaf-Bibeau, to any known terrorist group (Taylor, 2015). In the Parliament Hill attack
only one person was killed besides the perpetrator and is not classified a mass shooting
according to the FBI definition. Likewise the mass shooting in New Brunswick was not
16

labeled an act of terror despite the fact that Canadian Mounties were primarily targeted
(Taylor, 2015). After the shooter was arrested, and when he made a court appearance
he stated that “he was attempting to start a rebellion against an oppressive, corrupt
government that he insisted was squelching the freedom of most Canadians and
serving only the rich.” (MacDonald, 2014) It should be noted that the Canadian
authorities called the incident in New Brunswick a mass shooting, but the FBI would not.
The United States defines domestic terrorism in 18 U.S.C. §2331 (2015), as activities
that occur in the United States and involve the following:
(A) involve acts dangerous to human life that are a violation of the
criminal laws of the United States or of any State;
(B) appear to be intended—
(i) to intimidate or coerce a civilian population;
(ii) to influence the policy of a government by intimidation or
coercion; or
(iii) to affect the conduct of a government by mass destruction,
assassination, or kidnapping
Likewise the Ft. Hood shootings, and the Chattanooga, Tennessee shootings at military
recruiting centers were labeled acts of terrorism. Those shootings were perpetuated by
an individual of Middle Eastern heritage that practiced Islam. The only perceived
purpose of those shootings was to intimidate a civilian population. Every mass shooting
can appear to be intended to intimidate a civilian population. Applying the definition of
terrorism to the shooting in Moncton, New Brunswick it would appear that the shooter
17

was engaging in an act of terrorism, and that the shooting should be labeled a terrorist
act. All mass shootings discussed in this thesis will involve the shootings with more than
four killed.
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V.

Historical Regulation of Firearms in Each Country Analyzed

Every nation analyzed in this study has passed some form of firearm regulations,
or gun control legislation, in the past century. The United Kingdom went from a nation
with abundant personal firearm ownership to one in which firearms have been
effectively banned for personal use. Even the United States went from a nation with
relatively few laws regarding firearms in the early 1900s to a system now requiring
background checks and banning some firearms. Canada, a nation where hunting is very
popular, has made it difficult for an individual to obtain certain types of firearms. Before
the Port Arthur Massacre in Australia, personal ownership of firearms was seen as a
fundamental right of Australians. As an indicator of public sentiment, the politicians who
voted to pass the increased regulations in Australia, after the massacre, all lost their
Parliament seats when they ran for re-election (Oliver, 2014). While the United Kingdom
is not a primary focus of this research all of the laws of the United States, Canada, and
Australia originate from the laws of the United Kingdom.
a) Historical Laws Regarding Firearms in the British Empire
The discovery of gunpowder, and the invention of firearms predate the founding
of the United States, Canada, or Australia. The three nations were, however, part of the
British Empire. Given the common link to the British Empire they all share a common
legal system. One of the dominant cultural differences between the United States,
Canada, and Australia is that the United States separated from the British Empire
through a bloody revolution while the other countries obtained their independence
through relatively peaceful means. Canada took the first major step in separating from
19

the British Empire when the British Parliament passed the Constitution Act that was
effective July 1, 1867. After the Constitution Act was passed Great Britain gradually
gave Canadians more control over their nation until the British Parliament passed the
Canada Act in 1982. Australia had a similar path to independence however the dates
will vary as the Australia Act was not passed by the British Parliament until 1986.
Another primary difference between Australia/Canada and the United States is that the
British Monarch is still the head of state as they are the one responsible for appointing
their governor-general, and the state/provincial lieutenant governors. Starting in 1865
the British Parliament enacted the Colonial Laws Validity Act which would eventually
recognize each Australian State having a responsible government. Australia eventually
achieved full independence in 1986 when the British Parliament passed the Australia
Act.
As the below section of this thesis will illustrate, starting in the Thirteenth
Century, and through the late Eighteenth Century the various kings of England, and
Parliament enacted several laws to restrict personal possession of firearms (Koppel &
Gorman, United Kingdom -- History of Gun Laws Through 1900, 2012). Through the
Nineteenth Century many of the laws regarding regulation of firearms were gradually
repealed. Indeed, at the beginning of the Twentieth Century the United Kingdom had
virtually no regulations on firearms (Koppel D. B., United Kingdom -- History of Gun
Laws since 1900, 2012). Over the 100 years that comprised the Twentieth Century the
United Kingdom enacted some of the strictest laws regarding personal use, and
possession of firearms of all nations comprising the British Empire.
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British firearm laws have varied considerably since Anglo-Saxon times. The
British also had considerable records dating back to the Norman Conquests, and after
reviewing those records the foundations of the legal systems in all former British
Colonies can be established. There is considerable mention of the militia in these early
cases, and these cases implied that there was no standing, or professional army as a
reason for needed firearm possession (Koppel D. B., United Kingdom -- History of Gun
Laws since 1900, 2012). The British also lacked a professional police force; preferring
to utilize the armed citizens of the community to apprehend a criminal whenever a major
crime occurred. Thus, for both militia duty and law enforcement the citizens brought
their own weapons, and personal firearm, or weapon, ownership was essential.
Additionally, anybody who was required to report for militia duty, or law enforcement
duty who failed to report was frequently prosecuted. Because of the duty to report for
militia, or law enforcement duty, Parliament passed a law requiring citizens to actually
supply their own weapons (Koppel & Gorman, United Kingdom -- History of Gun Laws
Through 1900, 2012). The British preferred this arrangement so much that when crime
increased under the reign of King Edward I during the years of 1272 and 1307,
Parliament worked hard to enact the Statute of Winchester which required every man to
have weapons (Koppel & Gorman, United Kingdom -- History of Gun Laws Through
1900, 2012). Later, under the reign of Edward IV during the years of 1461 and 1470,
and then from 1471 to 1483 there was a ban on shotguns because the Crown felt that
long bows were the only proper weapon for private ownership (Koppel & Gorman,
United Kingdom -- History of Gun Laws Through 1900, 2012). At this time gunpowder
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was expensive, and hard to obtain. Firearms were not nearly as accurate as a longbow
and arrow. The technology to increase the accuracy of firearms would gradually
develop, but that development would take time. These laws were often ignored, not just
by the people, but local Sheriff’s and Justice of the Peace officers as well.
The first true example of British gun control measures can be seen by the
Fifteenth Century. In 1569 the Queen’s Privy Council proposed that all militia arms
should be stored in the town’s armory (Koppel & Gorman, United Kingdom -- History of
Gun Laws Through 1900, 2012). These laws did not outlaw personal ownership of
firearms, but rather placed a separation of the firearms used by the militia, and those
used for personal use. Opposition to that proposal was so intense that it was quickly
withdrawn. During the Sixteenth Century laws were passed to stop commoners from
owning handguns and crossbows (Koppel & Gorman, United Kingdom -- History of Gun
Laws Through 1900, 2012). Eventually all firearm laws enacted under the reign of the
Tudor’s during the years of 1485 and 1603 were repealed.
Another set of firearm legislation in Britain was targeted to specific groups. After
Henry VIII established the Church of England in 1534; Catholics were viewed with
increased suspicion by many in the country. While Catholics were permitted to own
firearms any militia weapon was required to be stored in the local armory. After the
English Civil War the Rump Parliament increased firearm controls on political
opponents, primarily those who were loyal to the monarchy. Those laws were ultimately
unsuccessful when the monarchy eventually came back to power. Once the king was
back in power, the tables were turned and the monarch conducted raids on private
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homes of his opponents to search for stockpiles of weapons and ammunition. Much like
his political opponents before his reign, he also targeted dissidents, namely Catholics,
and republicans, in order to maintain his power.
The Crown also used other pretexts to pass controversial firearm legislation.
Firearms during the Sixteenth through Eighteenth Century were often much louder than
today’s weaponry, and difficult to conceal. However, with the Game Act of 1671 nobility
was authorized to appoint a game warden on their land and confiscate weapons from
those who were hunting on their lands (Koppel & Gorman, United Kingdom -- History of
Gun Laws Through 1900, 2012). While the pretext of the legislation was to prevent
poaching on the lands of the nobility; anybody who was using firearms in that time
period would have drawn considerable attention to themselves and were often
prosecuted. William Blackstone stated, in his famous book Commentaries on the Laws
of England, the real purpose of the Game Act was to prevent another attempt at
overthrowing the Monarchy, and not the prevention of mere poaching of animals on the
lands of another.
Thus, while the Crown would use firearm controls in an attempt to control the
population at many times in British history many of these laws would eventually be
repealed. During the majority of the Eighteenth Century firearm controls were largely
non-existent in Britain. Until 1829, there was no standing police force in the nation, and
when the first police force was established, the people had more weapons than the
police (Koppel & Gorman, United Kingdom -- History of Gun Laws Through 1900, 2012).

23

In the years leading to the beginning of the twentieth century Britain went from virtually
no gun controls to a near ban on firearms.
While gun laws of the United Kingdom are not a primary focus in this thesis it is
important to note the direction of those laws since both Australia, and Canada still
recognize the British Monarch as their own. The first modern act of legislation in the
United Kingdom regarding firearms is the 1903 Pistol Act. The first provision of the
Pistol Act prohibited minors and felons from purchasing pistols, and dictated that only
people with a valid license could purchase a pistol (Koppel D. B., United Kingdom -History of Gun Laws since 1900, 2012). The next major law came in 1920 with the
Firearms Act. The Firearms Act outlawed possession of CS self-defense spray
canisters, commonly referred to as pepper spray, and only allowed possession of pistols
and rifles if a person could show they had a good cause to possess such a weapon
(Koppel D. B., United Kingdom -- History of Gun Laws since 1900, 2012). In 1934 the
British outlawed possession of short-barreled shotguns and fully automatic rifles. The
rationale used for outlawing those firearms was the mob violence from prohibition in the
United States (Koppel D. B., United Kingdom -- History of Gun Laws since 1900, 2012).
The British Home Office announced in 1946 that self-defense was no longer a good
reason to be granted a firearm license. Then in 1967 under the Criminal Justice Act
licensing was established for shotguns; firearms seen as a sporting goods tool (Koppel
D. B., United Kingdom -- History of Gun Laws since 1900, 2012). Later, in the 1988
Firearms Act, shotgun certificates became much harder to get. An applicant had to
show good cause, and the only acceptable reasons to possess a shotgun was
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participation in a shooting club, or pest control for farming (Koppel D. B., United
Kingdom -- History of Gun Laws since 1900, 2012). In 1997, between the Parliaments
headed by the Conservative Prime Minister John Major, and the Labor Prime Minister
Tony Blair personal ownership of handguns was outlawed. Currently, an individual with
good cause to own a shotgun, or rifle is permitted to own one.
Another way that the British have enacted strict gun control legislation is by
giving the police wide power to approve, or deny a license. A prime example of this
power comes from a provision that firearms must be stored in a secure place. When a
person applies for a license, or renewal, the police would inspect the applicant’s home
to see where the firearms would be stored. The police would only approve the license if
there were a pair of expensive safes, one for the ammo, and one for the firearms
(Koppel D. B., United Kingdom -- History of Gun Laws since 1900, 2012). While an
individual is permitted to deny the police entry into the home the police can deny the
license. Therefore, while rifles and shotguns are legal in the United Kingdom there is an
effective firearm ban because of the conditions the police place on anybody that applied
for a firearm license. Obtaining two hardened safes, with an electronic lock that can
sustain thirty minutes of attack is expensive. If an individual does not purchase the two
safes the police will not issue a firearm license, and that individual will face criminal
penalties for possession of an unlicensed firearm if that individual obtains a firearm.
b) United States Federal Laws Regarding Firearms
The United States has enacted a few major federal laws on firearms, all of which
were enacted well into the Twentieth Century. The first federal law was the National
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Firearms Act of 1934. The purpose of this legislation was to crackdown on gangster
related criminal activity that came about during Prohibition. Many of those gangsters
utilized automatic weapons, like the Thompson submachine gun (United States
Department of Justice, 2015). The Gun Control Act of 1934 required that most firearms
to be registered and taxed. This was the first time that the federal government banned
people convicted of a felony, or those who were just under indictment, from possessing
firearms. The act also imposed a $200 transfer tax on all sales of firearms that were
prohibited by the act, but purchased before the act was passed. While this tax appears
insignificant in 2015, the amount of the tax would be equivalent to slightly over $3,500 in
2015. Ultimately this law was gutted by the Supreme Court in 1968 in the case of
Haynes v United States, 390 U.S. 85 (1968). Haynes was a convicted felon, and under
the National Firearms Act of 1934 was prohibited from owning a firearm. He was
prosecuted for not registering and paying the tax on a firearms he purchased. At the trial
court he argued that by registering his firearm, and paying the tax, would be a form of
self-incrimination prohibited under the Fifth Amendment of the Constitution. Haynes was
convicted, but later had his conviction overturned by the United States Supreme Court.
The act was amended to provide that only those who could legally own a firearm were
required to register and pay the tax on the firearm.
The next major piece of legislation regarding firearms on the federal level was
the Gun Control Act of 1968. After the assassination of President John F. Kennedy, the
murder of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., the killing of Robert F. Kennedy and the University
of Texas shooting, Congress held hearings and considered legislation on further
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restrictions on firearms, resulting in the Gun Control Act of 1968. This law included a
ban on ordering firearms through the mail, and further added people who were
prohibited from owning firearms. It defined those who were convicted of a felony,
somebody addicted to a controlled substance, and a person adjudicated mentally
deficient prohibited from owning a firearm. A major problem with this law is that a dealer
had no way to know if they were selling to somebody who met that criteria. The law
does permit a person who had his/her civil rights restored, or had their records sealed or
expunged in to own a firearm.
Finally, in 1994 Congress passed the Brady Handgun Violence and Prevention
Act. This law requires that everybody purchasing a firearm from a dealer to submit to a
background check. It also set forth criteria for failing a back ground check, and
ultimately unable to purchase a firearm as those convicted of a felony, a fugitive,
somebody addicted to a controlled substance, a person adjudicated mentally deficient,
in the country illegally, somebody who received a dishonorable discharge, a citizen who
renounced their U. S. Citizenship, subjected to a restraining order, and somebody
convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence. While typically the background check is
completed while the dealer is on the phone with the FBI, but it can take up to three
business days to complete the background check.
On the state level, there have been a plethora of various firearm regulations.
These laws can vary from requiring a permit to purchase a firearm, bans on weapons
considered assault weapons (such as rifles that look like military style rifles) requiring
owners to purchase a license, and restrictions on magazine capacity. While not
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considered firearm legislation per se, there are also castle doctrine laws, which permit
the owner to use of deadly force when a trespasser enters the firearm owner’s home,
and “stand your ground laws.”
In a federalist system of government, each state can have separate laws on
firearm use as long as those laws do not interfere and conflict with the federal laws.
Originally in the United States the U.S. Constitution only restricted the federal
government by the provisions contained in the Second Amendment, and each state was
only bound to their own state level Constitutions. While the Second Amendment
provides the right of the people to bear arms, and implies restriction on the government
in interpreting these rights, those restrictions only applied to the federal government.
Chicago and the District of Columbia had laws restricting and banning personal
possession of hand guns. The United States Supreme Court heard two cases regarding
these laws in Chicago and the District of Columbia. In District of Columbia v Heller, 554
U.S. 570 (2008) the Court held that the Second Amendment guaranteed an individual
the right to possess a firearm without regard to their service in a militia. This case
reversed a long standing law within the District that banned handguns obtained before
the law went into effect in 1975, and struck down provisions of the law that if rifles and
shotguns were kept in the home they must be disassembled. However, in a common
law system, the courts can only rule on the issues that are before them. Because the
District of Columbia is not a state, the ruling did not actually address if the Second
Amendment was applicable to the states through the Fourteenth Amendment under the
doctrine of Selective Incorporation. Two years later in McDonald v The City of Chicago,
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561 U.S. 742 (2010) the Court ruled that the Second Amendment was applicable to the
states through the Fourteenth Amendment. In this case McDonald was a victim of a
burglary, and wanted to purchase a handgun for defense of his home. In order to legally
purchase a handgun in the City of Chicago an individual had to obtain permit, but the
city refused to issue any permits since they banned handguns in 1982. Because of
those two cases any law passed by any state, county, or municipality in the United
States must be consistent with the Second Amendment of the Constitution, and the
Supreme Court’s interpretation of the Second Amendment.
c) Australian National Firearms Agreement of 1996
Australia was colonized by the British in 1788 after the loss of the colonies that
became the United States. During the British Colonial period a common punishment for
people convicted of felonies, when execution was seen as being too harsh, was
transportation to one of the colonies. From 1610 until the American Revolution, Britain
transported thousands of prisoners to North America. After the revolution Britain
temporarily held the territory that became part of present day Canada, but they saw
transporting prisoners to Canada as too risky because of the proximity to the United
States. The British did not want to risk prisoners escaping to the United States and then
taking up arms against the British. Since the British could not transport their prisoners to
either the United States, or Canada their jails quickly became overcrowded, and they
needed to find a solution elsewhere. The solution was sending the prisoners to
Australia.
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One of the final stops the first convict transport fleets made while traveling to
Australia was to collect supplies to establish the colony. Part of that final stop included
obtaining enough firearms for the settlers, convicted criminals, to hunt for their food, and
protect themselves from skirmishes with the aboriginal population. While there was
some gun control legislation, these controls were largely unenforced (Halls, 1974). Due
to the governmental structure of Australia each colony, before federation, and later each
state, after federation, was responsible for its own gun laws (Alpers P. , 2013). A prime
example of this is regarding fully automatic weapons, which was illegal in every
Australian State, except Tasmania, in the 1930s. Tasmania finally outlawed fully
automatic firearms in 1996 with the passage of the Australian National Firearm
Agreement.
Before the National Firearms Agreement each state had its own laws regulating
firearms. Before 1996 those laws, in some states, were very lenient as the gunman in
the Port Arthur Massacre was able to secure his firearms from a gun dealer without
having any permits or licenses (Bryant, 1996). It should be noted that Port Arthur is
located in Tasmania, which still permitted fully automatic weapons at the time of the
shooting. During the police interview Martin Bryant implied he did not need to show any
identification to purchase the firearms he used during the massacre. After each state
adopted the National Firearms Agreement strict regulations were enacted. All firearms
were placed into different categories and each category has their own restrictions.
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Table 1 Australian Firearm Categories

Category A

Firearms such as single fire and single load rimfire rifles, or shotguns
that are not pump-action or semi-automatic. Air rifles and paintball
guns also fall into this category and the person must state a genuine
reason to purchase a firearm in this category.

Category B

Centerfire rifles, and muzzle loading firearms produced after January
1, 1901. A genuine need, or genuine reason including why a
Category A firearm is not sufficient.

Category C

Self-loading rimfire rifles holding ten rounds or less, and pump-action
or semi-automatic shotguns holding 5 or fewer rounds. These
firearms are strongly restricted to firearms producers, occupational
shooters, and some clay pidgin shooters.

Category D

Self-loading centerfire rifles, and shotguns holding more than 5
rounds. Only governmental agencies may own a functional Category
D firearm.

Category H

Handguns and air soft pistols. Only certain security guards and
certain target shooters are permitted to own a handgun.

Category R/E

Firearms that are banned. These include, but are not limited to
automatic rifles, machine guns, anti-tank and anti-aircraft weapons
and military weapons. This list is not a complete representation of all
banned firearms in Australia.

(Australasian Police Ministers' Council, 1996)
The National Firearms agreement achieved its desired objective in reducing the
number of firearms in circulation. This was primarily achieved through a buy-back
program (Baird, 2013). The Australian Constitution, in a similar fashion to the United
States Constitution, prohibits the government from taking property without
compensation. After the mandatory buy-back of firearms Australia prohibited any

31

importation of any firearms (Baird, 2013). Australia conducted a similar, mandatory buyback in 2003, and the results were similar to those in 1996.
d) Gun Laws in Canada
Canada has always had stricter gun laws than the United States (Mauser G. A.,
2012). After the French and Indian War when the French lost their holdings in Canada
the British enacted strict laws regulating firearms (Mauser G. A., 2012). The main
reason is that the British did not trust the French colonists that were not under British
authority. While the colonists in what would become the United States enjoyed
considerable self-rule of the colonies the colonists in Canada were under a more
authoritarian rule. The taxes that were imposed by the British in the colonies of New
England that caused the American Revolution were also enacted in Canada. However,
only the Intolerable, or Coercive Acts that were designed to punish Boston for the
activists involved in the Boston Tea Party was enacted in the Massachusetts Bay
Colony. The reason that the Massachusetts Bay Colony was singled out was because
the East India Company wanted to be repaid for the tea that was dumped into the
ocean.
While Canada has a federal system of government, power is delegated
differently. In the United States, the states have the responsibility to enact criminal laws.
This can cause confusion, and lead to a lack of uniformity of criminal law in the United
States. Canada was cognizant of this problem, and placed the responsibility of criminal
law with the federal government (Mauser G. A., 2012). Each province does have some
authority in firearm laws, primarily through hunting regulations.
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The gangsters during prohibition would frequently travel to Canada in order to
smuggle alcohol into the United States, and during the Great Depression, Canada
feared civil unrest and violence from American gangsters (Mauser G. A., 2012). Canada
also was quick in addressing surplus weapons after the First World War, and because
of that there were relatively few Thompson Submachine Guns in circulation; they were
the favorite weapon during Prohibition. The Canadian Parliament continued to pass
more firearm regulations using the war effort in the 1940s, terrorism in Quebec in the
1970s, a rampage shooting in 1989, and a new government in the 1990s (Mauser G. A.,
2012). While Canada has strict firearm regulations, as illustrated in Table 2 produced at
the end of this section, there is still an active hunting community in the nation which
increases demand on the government for lawful gun ownership.
Canada issues permits to individuals who desire to possess a firearm. The
agency responsible for issuing those permits is the Royal Canadian Mounted Police
(RCMP). Also, despite the Canadian Border Services Agency (CBSA) being responsible
for all activity at the Canadian Border, the RCMP processes all forms from foreign
individuals who desire to import a firearm into Canada. The RCMP classifies firearms
into three categories: prohibited, restricted, and non-restrictive (Royal Canadian
Mounted Police, 2015). For any individual to possess a firearm in Canada they must
apply, and the RCMP will only issue a permit after the individual completes the following
three steps. First, an individual must complete safety training. Depending on which
classification of firearm the individual desires to possess that class is either a Canadian
Firearms Safety Course (CFSC), or Canadian Restricted Firearms Safety Course
33

(CRFSC). If an individual desires to possess a restricted firearm he/she must take both
courses. Next he/she must apply for the license from the RCMP by filling out the form,
and paying the fee. Then the RCMP will conduct a background check, and verify that
the applicant has completed the necessary safety courses.
Table 2 Canadian Firearm Categories

Prohibited

Handguns with a barrel shorter than 105 millimeters.
Rifles and shotguns altered by sawing, or cutting the barrel so
that it is shorter than 457 millimeters, or the total length of the
firearm is shorter than 660 millimeters.
Automatic rifles, or rifles that were converted from automatic to
semi-automatic fire.
Military surplus weapons.

Restricted

Any handgun not prohibited.
Any firearm with a barrel shorter than 470 millimeters.
Firearms with an overall length of 660 millimeters.

Non-Restricted

Any firearms not listed as Prohibited or Restricted

Note: Restricted firearms may only be shot at a shooting range, or sanctioned shooting
competition. (Royal Canadian Mounted Police, 2015)
Every nation analyzed has enacted some gun control legislation. Many of the
laws were passed in response to some incident that occurred in that nation which will be
reviewed in the next section. Even the United States has passed some gun control
legislation in response to an identifiable event.
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VI.

Mass Shootings in the United States, Canada, and Australia

There have unfortunately has been mass shootings that have occurred in each
nation. The United States has had more rampage shootings than Australia and Canada.
In order to have a fair and accurate representation of the effect of gun control laws in
each nation, an overview of some of the rampage shootings in each nation is
necessary. An analysis of the perpetrator in each case, and how he/she obtained the
firearms will be reviewed. These shootings may take place in one location, or spread
out over multiple locations. Part of the overview will be any legislation, or media
representation, that happened in the aftermath. A look at any significant legislation that
passed, or expired, prior to the shooting will also be mentioned since there may be a
causal relationship between the legislation, or lack thereof, for the shooting. Given time
constraints, and the overall prevalence of mass shootings in the United States any
shooting that happened after August 30, 2015 will not be mentioned either in whole or in
part.
a) Columbine School Shooting
While not the first mass shooting to happen in the United States, or even the first
school shooting the Columbine School Shooting was an event to shock the conscience
of the United States. On April 20, 1999, two students of Columbine High School killed
twelve students, and one teacher. During the investigation it was revealed that those
two students saw the carnage of the Oklahoma City Bombing and wanted an event to
rival the devastation of that event (National Geographic Channel, 2006).
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Before the shooting both perpetrators researched how to make bombs, and
planted those bombs in various locations. Those two perpetrators also purchased
firearms at a local gun show, and from a friend, in the days leading up to the shooting
(Luzadder, 1999). The pair meticulously planned every detail of their shooting including
planting bombs to distract the emergency responders, and to maximize death and
destruction.
When the pair arrived at Columbine they planted their bombs, and attempted to
set them off. When those bombs failed to detonate they returned to their cars and
retrieved their weapons (National Geographic Channel, 2006). One perpetrator ran into
somebody who had just patched up a disagreement with him and he told him “I like you
now. Get out of here. Go home.” As the shooting started this person was seen fleeing
from the school (Brown & Merritt, 2002). The pair entered the cafeteria just as the first
lunch period was starting.
At 11:19 am, the pair entered the cafeteria and began shooting individuals. Most
of the students in the school originally thought they were witnessing a senior prank, and
not an actual shooting (National Geographic Channel, 2006). Those in the cafeteria,
however, realized that this was not just a prank, but an actual emergency. The police
arrived on the scene at 11:22, and the pair had made their way from the cafeteria to the
library. When they got to the library there were over fifty students, and teachers who hid
in the library. The pair made a reference to the jocks in the school, but when nobody
admitted to participating in a school sport they decided to start shooting anyways
(National Geographic Channel, 2006). After the event in the library the pair tried to
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detonate some of the bombs that did not detonate, but mostly failed. At 12:08 they both
committed suicide.
In the aftermath of the Columbine Massacre the first discussion on the “gun show
loophole” occurred. Because of the Brady Handgun Violence Prevention Act anybody
purchasing a firearm from a licensed dealer must submit to a background check. The
flaw in that legislation is that it does not cover purchases made at a local gun show from
a private individual. The pair did not have to show any identification when they
purchased their firearms, and as a result nobody questioned their age.
b) Virginia Tech Shootings
On April 16, 2007 an individual enrolled at Virginia Tech killed thirty-two people,
injured twenty-three, and took his own life when it was over. These killings were spread
over the campus in two separate locations. First the perpetrator killed two individuals in
a residence hall. After he killed the two people he left the building before emergency
services could arrive. He then went to another building and killed thirty additional people
before taking his own life. Unlike the Columbine Massacre there were no bombs planted
to increase the devastation.
While in middle school the perpetrator was diagnosed with severe depression,
and was under the care of a psychiatrist until he graduated from high school (Smith,
2007). When he enrolled at Virginia Tech he was under no obligation to disclose his
condition, and the school did not have any right to obtain any of his previous medical
records. However there is some controversy as to whether the shooter’s diagnosis and
subsequent treatment of mental illness was protected (Christan Science Monitor staff,
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2007). While attending Virginia Tech the gunman was accused of stalking two women,
and he was ordered into a treatment program. Because this was not an involuntary
impatient program, he was not committed. He was later able to purchase a firearm
(Potter & Schoetz, 2007). Virginia had a loophole in its laws regarding the background
checks that permitted anybody adjudicated as mentally incompetent to still purchase a
firearm.
c) Aurora, Colorado theatre shooting
During the midnight premiere of Batman: A Dark Knight Rises, on July 20, 2012
an individual bought a ticket to the movie, and proceeded to open fire on the theatre
patrons. About thirty minutes into the movie the shooter left the theatre, dressed in
protective gear, obtained his guns, and tear gas canisters, and returned through an
emergency exit door. Most people watching the movie thought that the shooter was
either pulling a prank, or part of some publicity stunt and did not view him as a threat.
About ten minutes into the shooting police arrived, and a few minutes later arrested the
shooter. After his arrest while the police searched his apartment and discovered that the
shooter set up multiple bombs in an attempt to cause more devastation. In the end there
were twelve people killed, and seventy people injured.
The shooter obtained his firearms, and chemicals to make the bombs legally in
the United States. During the preliminary hearing testimony was presented showing the
shooter buying his cache of firearms in the months leading up to the shooting (McKinley
& Ng, 2012). More testimony during the preliminary examination showed that there were
no laws in place in Colorado, either state or federal, that would have prevented an
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individual as mentally disturbed as the shooter from obtaining his weapons. While the
shooting occurred in 2012 the shooter was eventually convicted for his actions during
the shooting, and sentenced to life in prison without the possibility of parole.
d) Sandy Hook Elementary Shooting
Near the end of 2012 an individual entered an elementary school and opened fire
on the students of that school. The perpetrator of the shooting was also a mentally
disturbed person. His mother kept a cache of weapons in the home. Before he went to
Sandy Hook he stole the weapons and killed his mother. The school had a security
protocol in effect that required all visitors to report to the main office, and a visitor could
only enter through one set of doors. All other doors were locked from the outside. The
shooter was able to gain entry by shooting a pane of glass near the door and open it
from the outside. About five minutes after shots were first fired the police arrived. The
entire shooting lasted about ten minutes as the police report they did not hear any more
shots about five minutes after they arrived.
This shooting is unique in one aspect, and that is with regard to how the shooter
obtained his firearms. The shooter was twenty, and in Connecticut the legal age to
purchase a handgun is twenty-one, but the legal age to purchase a rifle or shotgun is
eighteen. While his mother was able to legally purchase the handguns the shooter had
the option to legally purchase a shotgun or rifle. He opted to steal them from his mother,
and then kill her before driving to the school to commit the crime.
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e) Charleston Church Shooting
In June 2015 there was a shooting at a predominantly African-American church
in Charleston, South Carolina. In the evening of June 17 there was a group of thirteen
worshippers participating in Bible study. This group included the shooter. About an hour
into the Bible study the shooter proceeded to shoot everybody in the group except for
one person, and then stated he was going to take his own life. Two other people
survived because they pretended to be dead. Ultimately, the shooter did not take his
own life, and would later be arrested and face charges for the shooting.
In this case the shooter was arrested in the months leading up to the attack, and
admitted to the charge. However, due to an error with the National Instant Criminal
Background Check System the purchase of the firearms was permitted to proceed.
During the subsequent investigation it was discovered that the shooter intended to start
a race war. He belonged to several white supremacy groups; the shooting is being
treated as a hate crime. The State of South Carolina is seeking the death penalty in this
case.
The response to this shooting was different from other mass shooting events in
the nation. While there was some discussion to tighten the gun control laws most of the
discussion dealt with symbols considered racist. The State of South Carolina ultimately
removed the Confederate Flag from the Capitol Building, and there were several calls to
remove Confederate symbols from other places. The media also looked to see what
programming they were running, and canceled popular television programs that
depicted the Confederacy in a positive light. While this may change some attitudes in
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the future, and had the opposite effect the shooter was looking for, this does not
address the problem with mass shootings in the United States.
f) École Polytechnique massacre
One of the worst mass shootings to occur in Canada happened at the École
Polytechnique de Montréal in Montreal Quebec. Near the end of 1989, the shooter went
to a sporting goods store and purchased a semi-automatic rifle, and hunting knife.
During the transaction he stated that he was going to hunt small game so he did not
arouse any suspicion. When he entered the school he went into a classroom and
separated the women and men, and claimed he was fighting feminism. One of the
female students responded that they were not feminists, but were just wanting to study
engineering. He claimed that because they wanted to be engineers they were feminists.
The entire incident lasted for twenty minutes, and in those twenty minutes fourteen
people were killed, and fourteen people were injured.
Police response was slow, and as a result of the shooting there were two major
changes in law in Canada. The first was to strengthen the gun laws to require
background checks on rifle purchases. The second change was in the police response
to a mass shooting incident. Later the same year there was another mass shooting in
Montreal, and the changes in police response is credited for saving multiple lives.
g) Port Arthur Massacre
In April, 1996 in the town of Port Arthur, Australia there was a mass shooting
incident that shocked the conscious of Australia. In this case there was a single shooter,
and he went on a spree that killed thirty-five people in a resort area near the historic
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prison colony where Britain sent convicted criminals that they did not want to execute.
Because of the historic site, Port Arthur is a resort town, and has a lot of tourists. The
incident took place over two days, but is still considered a spree killing. The killings did
not occur in one location, and the shooter did not intend to kill himself afterwards.
A few years before the shooting the shooter bought an AR-10 rifle, and a
shotgun. While having the rifle repaired he inquired about buying an AR-15 rifle, and
bought cleaning supplies for a .30 caliber rifle. When he bought the rifle and shotgun the
only registration of firearms Tasmania required was handguns. Each state in Australia
had different laws, similarly to the United States. He also purchased a large sporting
equipment bag and made the comment he needed it to hold large amounts of
ammunition.
Because of the nature of the shooting reports of the events were later put
together by the police that responded to the various sites. In the morning of the shooting
the shooter woke up early, and did not leave the house until almost four hours later. The
first location he went was a bed and breakfast his father attempted to purchase a few
years earlier. He blamed the owners of double dealing, and blamed them for his father’s
suicide. The owners of the bed and breakfast were his first victims, but he would not
stop there. A few hours after the murders at the bed and breakfast the shooter went to
the Port Arthur Historic Site where he committed more murders. In the hours since the
first killings, and second set of killings he interacted with several people, but did not kill
them. Once at the historic site there were six different sites where the perpetrator killed
several other people.
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The following day while barricaded in a house the police were eventually able to
arrest the perpetrator. When the police were on the scene he set fire to the house while
threatening to kill a hostage he already killed earlier. During the fire the perpetrator
escaped the house, and was subsequently arrested. He faced thirty-five counts of
murder, and various charges for attempted murder, carjacking, arson, and several other
charges. He eventually plead guilty to all charges, and upon sentencing he received
thirty-five life sentences plus 1,035 years. He is being held in solitary confinement, and
is not permitted any visitors with the exception of his immediate family. While Australia
permits parole for people convicted of murder after serving twenty-five to thirty years he
will never be released from prison.
As a result of this shooting Australia enacted very strict gun control laws. At the
time eighty-five percent of the people supported those laws, but they had some
reservations. The government of Australia was able to discredit many of the opponents
of strict gun control legislation as unduly biased (and actually influenced by foreigners)
once it was discovered that the Christian Coalition and National Rifle Association,
organizations based in the United States, were the primary opponents of the law.
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VII.

Effectiveness of Gun Control Legislation

The United States is the only major nation with the problem of recurrent rampage
shootings. As evidenced above there have been serious mass shootings in the United
States after the American conscience has been shocked by a mass shooting. As
evidenced by the Charleston Church Shootings the gun lobby groups will do everything
in their power to change the discussion. Anytime any legislature brings up the topic of
gun control legislation the NRA is the first to issue studies stating that gun control
legislation does not work. A common saying by those who oppose any legislation
restricting possession of firearms is that gun control is useless because criminals will
not obey the law. While they may be correct to a point about criminals not following the
law as a society we still have laws. For instance, the NRA position would be akin to a
lobbying interest representing alcohol groups which argues, as a society, should not
have laws regulating drunken driving because criminals will not obey the law regarding
drunken driving. As a society we have laws dealing with almost every aspect of daily
life, and while some people will ignore those laws that is not an excuse to not have any
laws.
After every mass shooting society looks to find the motives of the individual, or
individuals involved in those shootings. Shortly after the Columbine shooting there were
reports that the trench coats worn by the shooters was the cause of the shooting (Brown
& Merritt, 2002). Other groups looked at violent television shows, movies, and video
games (Langman, 2009). In the Charleston church shooting opponents of gun control
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blamed the Confederate symbols as the reason the shooter went on a rampage. Access
to firearms is seldom viewed as the primary culprit in the United States.
When Canada and Australia had their rampage and spree killings, which were
largely aberrations – compared to the frequency of these events in the United States,
one of the first issues viewed was access to firearms, and whether this attributed to the
killings. Entertainment options being considered violent was not looked at unlike the
opposite propensity in the United States. Other issues viewed were the mental health of
the individual and warning signs they may have exhibited before the shooting.
Immediately after the shooting the discussion of gun control was brought up, and
anybody who said it was too soon to discuss it was viewed as being biased on the issue
and not representative of the majority of society. While opinion polls immediately after
any gun control legislation went into effect were not favorable polls conducted well after
the legislation went into effect shows that gun control legislation was mostly viewed
favorably (Oliver, 2014).
A major difference between Canada/Australia and the United States is the
enumerated right for the people to keep and bear arms in the United States. Unlike
other fundamental rights in the United States not mentioned in the Constitution (e.g. the
right to interstate and intrastate travel, or the right of privacy) the right of the people to
keep and bear arms is specifically enumerated in the Constitution. Anytime legislation is
passed that restricts a fundamental rights of a citizen in the United States, the courts
are required to apply a strict scrutiny test. Therefore, any legislation attempting to pass
gun control restrictions or better guidelines in the United States must pass this “strict
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scrutiny” test, which states that the law must serve a compelling state interest, and if the
law passes the first hurdle it must then be narrowly tailored to achieve that goal and it
the least restrictive means to achieve that goal. A prime example of this is the law that
requires all passengers, and baggage to be screened at the airport before being
permitted to board a commercial flight. The compelling state interest in this case is to
prevent aircraft piracy and to protect national security. The screening is accomplished
by walking through a metal detector and having bags scanned by an x-ray machine.
Since the screening is concluded in a matter of seconds, and serves a compelling state
interest (i.e. national security) the unwarranted search of people traveling on a
commercial airliner is permitted as the least restrictive means to achieve these
compelling state goals and interests. It has also been argued that this is a consent
search since traveling on a commercial airliner is voluntary.
Similarly, in Heller the Supreme Court held that Congress, and the states, can
place restrictions on firearms.
Like most rights the Second Amendment right is not unlimited. It is not a
right to keep and carry any weapon whatsoever in any manner
whatsoever and for whatever purpose: For example concealed weapons
prohibitions have been upheld under the Amendment or state analogues.
The Court’s opinion should not be taken to cast doubt on longstanding
prohibitions on the possession of firearms by felons and the mentally ill,
or laws forbidding the carrying of firearms in sensitive places such as
schools and government buildings, or laws imposing conditions and
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qualifications on the commercial sale of arms. Miller’s holding that the
sorts of weapons protected are those “in common use at the time” finds
support in the historical tradition of prohibiting the carrying of dangerous
and unusual weapons. (District of Columbia v. Heller, 2008)
Interpreting what the Supreme Court decided in Heller it is reasonable that Congress, or
the state, can require safety training for anybody who desires to purchase a firearm.
There have also been other restrictions placed on fundamental rights. While the
right to interstate, and intrastate travel is recognized as a fundamental right if somebody
desires to drive an automobile to travel they must obtain a driver’s license, liability
insurance, and register that automobile with the state. The courts have ruled that an
automobile is a dangerous instrumentality, and therefore the compelling state interest is
protecting other people using the highways. Medical costs from a single automobile
accident can run into the tens of thousands of dollars and not everybody has the means
to pay those medical bills. Without liability insurance it is quite possible that a
community may lose their only trauma center because of the lack of money from the
unpaid bills.
Currently, the United States appears to be moving in the opposite direction from
the rest of the world in regards to gun control legislation. With the patchwork of laws, an
action that is permitted in one state may be prohibited in another. Currently, if an
individual desires to carry a handgun in a concealed fashion most states require a
permit. Many states recognize permits issued in other states for individuals that are
traveling through their state. A state is not required to recognize a permit issued in
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another state as valid in that state, and this has created situations in which people with
valid permits in their home state have faced charges of carrying a concealed weapon
without a permit. Another issue many opponents of gun control bring up is openly
carrying a firearm. Typically they will use a rifle or shotgun as their firearm of choice
strapped along their body. The issue is that many of the perpetrators of mass shootings
have used rifles to carry out their massacre. The groups that are against all gun control
measures are also advocating for laws that would prohibit a business owner from
denying service to somebody openly carrying a firearm. Since most of these mass
shootings were conducted using a rifle an individual walking around with a rifle strapped
to their chest, or back, could be somebody advocating for expanding the rights of legal
firearm owners to carry their weapons in public, or somebody about to commit a mass
shooting. Before every mass shooting the perpetrators walked some distance with their
firearms openly carried.
Opponents of gun control legislation also have to realize that there is no single
solution. What works in Canada may not work in the United States. Accounting for the
strict scrutiny test the background checks Canada require may be found
unconstitutional in the United States because of the right to privacy. The background
checks Canada performs are more in-depth than any background check performed
under Brady as shown by the information requested on the application for a firearm
license shown in Appendix C. In Canada the purchaser must supply a list of two
references, and those references are contacted. The RCMP will also contact any
conjugal partner, and any conjugal partner you may have lived with in the past two
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years. Any proposed legislation needs to consider court challenges that might negate
the legislation.
Considering that a firearm is a dangerous instrumentality, the first legislation that
should be addressed is applying a strict liability standard to the owner. If someone loans
out his/her automobile and the driver gets into an accident the owner may be sued for
those damages despite the owner not operating the automobile. The owner of the
firearm should know to whom they are loaning that firearm. If the owner decides to loan
the firearm to an individual who should not possess a firearm, or is negligent in storing
the firearm, the owner should be held accountable in civil court for any damage that
results from the firearm. Many states have adopted culpable negligence statutes to
impose criminal penalties for negligent storage of a firearm. States could also add an
insurance requirement for anybody who desires to purchase a firearm. This insurance
can be a separate rider on an individual’s homeowner’s or renter’s policy that
specifically covers negligent firearm use.
The purpose of the strict liability and insurance requirement is to make someone
really think about obtaining such a large cache of weapons. While they are still free to
purchase the weapons the required insurance may have placed ownership out of reach.
Adding the strict liability would incentivize owners of firearms to securely store them so
they are not easily stolen.
Other measures can also be used as well. For instance, changes in the National
Instant Criminal Background Check System could be made so that any result that is not
conclusively positive that the person has passed require extra screening. This may be
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an inconvenience to someone purchasing a firearm, and could be negated with a
voluntary license scheme. Require any individual who desires to obtain a firearm in a
private sale to submit to a background check in which the individual must show
identification verifying their age. Also, similar to automobiles, issue a certificate of title to
any firearm that must be transferred with each change of ownership.
Finally, criminal penalties can be assessed for negligence storage of a firearm.
While the United States does not, nor should, require home inspections, and safes that
can withstand thirty minute assaults some care should be taken to ensure that a firearm
is secured in the home. A simple affidavit, sworn under the penalty of perjury, can be
enough to enforce a secure storage provision if a firearm is stolen and used in a
criminal manner if there is nothing in the house to secure the firearm. Florida has
already enacted some statutory laws regarding negligent storage of a firearm that a
minor has found and used (Fla. Stat. §784.05 (2015)). If an firearm owner does not
properly store a firearm so that a reasonable person would believe a minor can access
it, and that firearm is then used to injure or kill somebody the owner can be charged with
a third degree felony punishable by up to five years in a state prison, and/or a $5,000
fine. That statute can be modified to add a provision that anybody who negligently
loans, sells, or gives away a firearm to any person who cannot pass a background
check, or a reasonable person believes would not pass a background check is
subjected to the same criminal penalties as if a minor had found the firearm.
While the categories of firearms in Canada may not be applicable to laws in the
United States, the requirement of a firearm safety course, and extensive background
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check should be required. The requirement of providing references may be too much
providing any previous conjugal partners; however, that does make some sense. The
purpose of that single question is to prevent domestic violence.
Given the analysis presented here, one can logically extrapolate that tighter gun
control legislation can reduce the amount of rampage shootings. With the propensity of
events in the United States compared with the infrequency of mass shootings in
Canada and near elimination of mass shootings in Australia, enacting some strict gun
control legislation does help with the problem. It should be noted that after every
rampage shooting in the United States in 2014 and 2015 the satire publication The
Onion runs a headline “‘No Way To Prevent This,' Says Only Nation Where This
Regularly Happens." (sic) (Sanders, 2015). The author of the article changes some key
facts about each shooting, but the overall theme remains the same. Gun Control
legislation should not be viewed as something that does not work simply because all
rampage shootings have not been prevented just like any other law is not effective
because not everybody follows that law.
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Appendix A: State Constitution clauses regarding the right to bear arms.
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Alabama: That every citizen has a right to bear arms in defense of himself and the
state. Art. I, § 26
Alaska: A well-regulated militia being necessary to the security of a free state, the right
of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed. The individual right to keep
and bear arms shall not be denied or infringed by the State or a political subdivision of
the State. Art. I, § 19
Arizona: The right of the individual citizen to bear arms in defense of himself or the
State shall not be impaired, but nothing in this section shall be construed as authorizing
individuals or corporations to organize, maintain, or employ an armed body of men. Art.
II, § 26
Arkansas: The citizens of this State shall have the right to keep and bear arms for their
common defense. Art. II, § 5 (enacted 1868, art. I, § 5).
Colorado: The right of no person to keep and bear arms in defense of his home,
person and property, or in aid of the civil power when thereto legally summoned, shall
be called in question; but nothing herein contained shall be construed to justify the
practice of carrying concealed weapons. Art. II, § 13
Connecticut: Every citizen has a right to bear arms in defense of himself and the state.
Art. I, § 15
Delaware: A person has the right to keep and bear arms for the defense of self, family,
home and State, and for hunting and recreational use. Art. I, § 20
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Florida: (a) The right of the people to keep and bear arms in defense of themselves
and of the lawful authority of the state shall not be infringed, except that the manner of
bearing arms may be regulated by law.
(b) There shall be a mandatory period of three days, excluding weekends and legal
holidays, between the purchase and delivery at retail of any handgun. For the purposes
of this section, "purchase" means the transfer of money or other valuable consideration
to the retailer, and "handgun" means a firearm capable of being carried and used by
one hand, such as a pistol or revolver. Holders of a concealed weapon permit as
prescribed in Florida law shall not be subject to the provisions of this paragraph.
(c) The legislature shall enact legislation implementing subsection (b) of this section,
effective no later than December 31, 1991, which shall provide that anyone violating the
provisions of subsection (b) shall be guilty of a felony.
(d) This restriction shall not apply to a trade in of another handgun. Art. I, § 8
Georgia: The right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed, but the
General Assembly shall have power to prescribe the manner in which arms may be
borne. Art. I, § 1
Hawaii: A well regulated militia being necessary to the security of a free state, the right
of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed. Art. I, § 17
Idaho: The people have the right to keep and bear arms, which right shall not be
abridged; but this provision shall not prevent the passage of laws to govern the carrying
of weapons concealed on the person nor prevent passage of legislation providing
minimum sentences for crimes committed while in possession of a firearm, nor prevent
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the passage of legislation providing penalties for the possession of firearms by a
convicted felon, nor prevent the passage of any legislation punishing the use of a
firearm. No law shall impose licensure, registration or special taxation on the ownership
or possession of firearms or ammunition. Nor shall any law permit the confiscation of
firearms, except those actually used in the commission of a felony. Art. I, § 11
Illinois: Subject only to the police power, the right of the individual citizen to keep and
bear arms shall not be infringed. Art. I, § 22
Indiana: The people shall have a right to bear arms, for the defense of themselves and
the State. Art. I, § 32
Kansas: The people have the right to bear arms for their defense and security; but
standing armies, in time of peace, are dangerous to liberty, and shall not be tolerated,
and the military shall be in strict subordination to the civil power. Bill of Rights, § 4
Kentucky: All men are, by nature, free and equal, and have certain inherent and
inalienable rights, among which may be reckoned: ...
Seventh: The right to bear arms in defense of themselves and of the State, subject
to the power of the General Assembly to enact laws to prevent persons from carrying
concealed weapons. Art. XIII, § 25.
Louisiana: The right of each citizen to keep and bear arms shall not be abridged, but
this provision shall not prevent the passage of laws to prohibit the carrying of weapons
concealed on the person. Art. I, § 11
Maine: Every citizen has a right to keep and bear arms and this right shall never be
questioned. Art. I, § 16
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Massachusetts: The people have a right to keep and to bear arms for the common
defence (sic). And as, in time of peace, armies are dangerous to liberty, they ought not
to be maintained without the consent of the legislature; and the military power shall
always be held in an exact subordination to the civil authority, and be governed by it.
Pt. 1, art. 17
Michigan: Every person has a right to keep and bear arms for the defense of himself
and the state. Art. I, § 6
Mississippi: The right of every citizen to keep and bear arms in defense of his home,
person, or property, or in aid of the civil power when thereto legally summoned, shall not
be called in question, but the legislature may regulate or forbid carrying concealed
weapons. Art. III, § 12
Missouri: That the right of every citizen to keep and bear arms in defense of his home,
person and property, or when lawfully summoned in aid of the civil power, shall not be
questioned; but this shall not justify the wearing of concealed weapons. Art. I, § 23
Montana: The right of any person to keep or bear arms in defense of his own home,
person, and property, or in aid of the civil power when thereto legally summoned, shall
not be called in question, but nothing herein contained shall be held to permit the
carrying of concealed weapons. Art. II, § 12 (enacted 1889).
Nebraska: All persons are by nature free and independent, and have certain inherent
and inalienable rights; among these are life, liberty, the pursuit of happiness, and the
right to keep and bear arms for security or defense of self, family, home, and others,
and for lawful common defense, hunting, recreational use, and all other lawful purposes,
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and such rights shall not be denied or infringed by the state or any subdivision thereof.
Art. I, § 1
Nevada: Every citizen has the right to keep and bear arms for security and defense, for
lawful hunting and recreational use and for other lawful purposes. Art. I, § 11(1)
New Hampshire: All persons have the right to keep and bear arms in defense of
themselves, their families, their property and the state. Pt. 1, art. 2-a
New Mexico: No law shall abridge the right of the citizen to keep and bear arms for
security and defense, for lawful hunting and recreational use and for other lawful
purposes, but nothing herein shall be held to permit the carrying of concealed weapons.
No municipality or county shall regulate, in any way, an incident of the right to keep and
bear arms. Art. II, § 6
North Carolina: A well regulated militia being necessary to the security of a free State,
the right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed; and, as standing
armies in time of peace are dangerous to liberty, they shall not be maintained, and the
military shall be kept under strict subordination to, and governed by, the civil power.
Nothing herein shall justify the practice of carrying concealed weapons, or prevent the
General Assembly from enacting penal statutes against that practice. Art. 1, § 30
North Dakota: All individuals are by nature equally free and independent and have
certain inalienable rights, among which are those of enjoying and defending life and
liberty; acquiring, possessing and protecting property and reputation; pursuing and
obtaining safety and happiness; and to keep and bear arms for the defense of their
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person, family, property, and the state, and for lawful hunting, recreational, and other
lawful purposes, which shall not be infringed. Art. I, § 1
Ohio: The people have the right to bear arms for their defense and security; but
standing armies, in time of peace, are dangerous to liberty, and shall not be kept up;
and the military shall be in strict subordination to the civil power. Art. I, § 4
Oklahoma: The right of a citizen to keep and bear arms in defense of his home,
person, or property, or in aid of the civil power, when thereunto legally summoned, shall
never be prohibited; but nothing herein contained shall prevent the Legislature from
regulating the carrying of weapons. Art. II, § 26
Oregon: The people shall have the right to bear arms for the defence (sic) of
themselves, and the State, but the Military shall be kept in strict subordination to the civil
power[.] Art. I, § 27
Pennsylvania: The right of the citizens to bear arms in defence (sic) of themselves and
the State shall not be questioned. Art. 1, § 21
Rhode Island: The right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed.
Art. I, § 22
South Carolina: A well regulated militia being necessary to the security of a free State,
the right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed. As, in times of
peace, armies are dangerous to liberty, they shall not be maintained without the consent
of the General Assembly. The military power of the State shall always be held in
subordination to the civil authority and be governed by it. Art. 1, § 20
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South Dakota: The right of the citizens to bear arms in defense of themselves and the
state shall not be denied. Art. VI, § 24
Tennessee: That the citizens of this State have a right to keep and to bear arms for
their common defense; but the Legislature shall have power, by law, to regulate the
wearing of arms with a view to prevent crime. Art. I, § 26
Texas: Every citizen shall have the right to keep and bear arms in the lawful defense of
himself or the State; but the Legislature shall have power, by law, to regulate the
wearing of arms, with a view to prevent crime. Art. I, §
Utah: The individual right of the people to keep and bear arms for security and defense
of self, family, others, property, or the state, as well as for other lawful purposes shall
not be infringed; but nothing herein shall prevent the legislature from defining the lawful
use of arms. Art. I, § 6
Vermont: That the people have a right to bear arms for the defence of themselves and
the State -- and as standing armies in time of peace are dangerous to liberty, they ought
not to be kept up; and that the military should be kept under strict subordination to and
governed by the civil power. Ch. I, art. 16
Virginia: That a well regulated militia, composed of the body of the people, trained to
arms, is the proper, natural, and safe defense of a free state, therefore, the right of the
people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed; that standing armies, in time of
peace, should be avoided as dangerous to liberty; and that in all cases the military
should be under strict subordination to, and governed by, the civil power. Art. I, § 13
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Washington: The right of the individual citizen to bear arms in defense of himself, or
the state, shall not be impaired, but nothing in this section shall be construed as
authorizing individuals or corporations to organize, maintain or employ an armed body
of men. Art. I, § 24
West Virginia: A person has the right to keep and bear arms for the defense of self,
family, home and state, and for lawful hunting and recreational use. Art. III, § 22
Wisconsin: The people have the right to keep and bear arms for security, defense,
hunting, recreation or any other lawful purpose. Art. I, § 25
Wyoming: The right of citizens to bear arms in defense of themselves and of the state
shall not be denied. Art. I, § 24
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Appendix B: Australian application for a firearm, and sample firearm
license.
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Appendix C: Canadian Firearm Application and License
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Appendix D: United States Firearm Transfer Record Form
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